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ABSTRACT 

This publication provides. the investigator with 
general information about the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) program, including who is coverjcyd, how the program is . 
administejred , how individuals defraud the pro'gram, and past 
experiences with investigating fraudulent activities. The^publication 
*'also' explains how the staff of the Office Of the Inspector Genera! 
(OIG) interact with the State and local officials who administer the 
AFDC program. Chapter I provides background information about/AFDC, 
while Chapter II discusses eligibility standards. Chapter III 
identifies types <5t AFDC violations, including unreported or 
und^-reported income, unrfeported/concealed , resources , 
misrepresentation of family unit, and duplicate/multiple aid: In . 
Chapter IV" the role of the OIG with respect tq the AFDC program is 
briefly delineated. Chapter V discusses the types of AFDC cases in . 
which OIG inve*st igators became involved. Chapter VI excerpts the 
federal* criminal s*tatutes*under yhich AFDC fraud has beei) prosecuted. 
Chapter VII desci^ibes AFDC projects and studies that have been 
conducted by or directly involved OIG, such as Project Match, The 
Connecticut Aliert B<&nefit Project, Project Missing Kids^, and Project 
Birthdate. Appended are excerpts from the AFDC States benefit iProject 
User^s Manual and. the names and addresses of AFDC Regional Project 
Agents for eacK Federal Region. (RH) 
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FOREWORD 



This ia one- of a series of investigative guides on Social 
'iSecurity progi-ams. / , - . 



The ob mot of thl.^ publication is to provide the inVestigator 
with a. general understanding of the A^cK4io^^^ 1 1 i e s • W i t h 
Df-pendent Children (AFDC) program under Title IV-A of the Social 
S^eourity Act, whom it covers, how it is administered, hbw 
individuals attempt to' defraud the program, and what^ exper lence 
hfis shown with respect to the investigation of. these fraudule'nt 
activities, > The publication is also intended to be a reference 
tool that will provide the investigator with insight into how 
staff of the Office of the Inspector General in teract' wi th the ^ 
St>ate and local officials who administer the AFDC .program . 



Any comments -or questions concerning' the guide, or requests for 
add.ltlx3nal copies^, should be .directed to: 



Po>icy Coord^i^ation arid Instr.uc tionS" Staff 
Headquarters Operations Division, 01, OIG 
P.O. Box 17303 ■ . • 

s ' ' . 

Bal^imor^,. Maryland 21203 

FTS 93'1-323^ ' * ' • ■ 

,301-59^1-3232 



I. BACKGROUND * 



B 



. v. 



A. Inoeption, Scope of Program * - , 

Titl'e IV-A of the Social Security Act (enactfe'd Mjgust 1^1, 
.1935) established the Federal/State program which 'is known ai) 
the Aid to Families* With Dependent Children (AFDC) 'progr afn?""^^ 
Presently/ alt 50 States, the District of Columbia, Guam, 
Puerto Rico, and .thQ Virgin Islands participate in the" 
program, ^ ^ ^ : ' 



Number of Recipi ents. Costs ^ *. ^ 

r ■ ^-^ c - i — , — ^ 

^The numyif^ of indiv iduals ' receiv ing AFDC benefits for any 
given month over the past several ye^rs has remained aro-und 
the 11 million figure. T\ie cost <jf the .program which is 
funded with both Federal artd State* monies has Increased ^ » 
through the ye^rs j however, when one compares it with the 
increase, in. costs' in other income and tiealth maintenance ' ' 
programs, the increase in- AFDO bosts has not been striking. jf 
This is at least partly^ due to Vthe f act th^t 'incVeades iiv thp 
AFDC benefit amount are basically a State prerogati/ve , 
unlike , .for >?xample, th^se Federally-admini s-tered Iwoom^ 
maintenance programs whi(*h are indexej,d to tlie oost of living * 
and are increased accordingly. , '^^ 
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About $13 billion in AFDC bi?!iefits were paid -in 198^ The 
•Federal share was about $7 billion.. An additional $900 
million in* Federal monies iias used to cover ' Feder al , State, 
and local administrative ^nd training costs . - ^ 



Admi nistration of the Program 



The States are responsible for the day-to-day administration 
of the AFDC program. Howiiver, the Office of Family" . 
Assistance (OFA) within the Social Security fldmin istr a tion 

(SSA) is responsible for seeing to it that the States 

X * / - 

administer the AFDC program in accord with the provisions of' 

the law m2 U.S.C. 601-675), OFA also iss^jes. regulations in, 
furtherance qf thes^ laws. These Regulations may be found in 
M5 CFR, Part 201 et • seq . \ " ' , 

« 

In ..addition to these activities, OFA is responsible for 
the overalT well-being and orderly administration 'of , the 

* < 

program. In thisV'egard, OFA assists the Sta't.es by 
conducting studies , -providing guidance and training, and 
keeping the States informed about develtipmen ts in the AFDC 
are0 in general, e.g., inf orml^ng^Sta'tes how other Statues ar,e 



dealing wi th certain, requirements of the prograiry 
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The AFDC Iftw requires uniformity with resj^ect to ceV^tain 

aspects-of the program; e.g., a^ State wishing to participate 

in t:he AFDC program must provide in its State plan- that gid 

under the program will be available in all political, 

subdivisions of' the ,St,ate. Similarly, State plan must 

provide for a single State agency to admin ister or supervise 
• * ... * 

the admini str art ion • of the program. Howe]^er^ once the State 
yrtieets the tbasic .cr iter i*a , the law, as well as the regulations 
promulgated under that law, permits the. State substantial 

.latitude in how the programwill be administered- in th4 

— » 

State. " . ' 

f' 

State and Local Law Enforcement 



There is nothing in Title IV-A of the Social Security Act 

requiring the States to- have a speci f ic in ves^igative 

■ f * 
/unit/component charged with enfo^rcing the provisions of the 

AFDC l^qw. However, section 402 ( a) (5 ) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 

602 ( a) (5 )) 'doe's' require that State plans "provide such 

methods of administration* * .as are found by the Secretary to 

be necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the 

' . ' ■ * 

plan...." By regulation (U5 CFR 235. 1 10) , this statutory . 
requirement has been expanded upon so as to require that a 



-^^te. )5lan under title IV-A provide: 



BEST COPY AVAILABLL 



atrne 




"(a) That The State .agency w'i^^^BWbli.sh and maintaib: 

(1) Methods^ and orijberia f^pr identi'fying situation^ in 
which ^ question of fraud in the program may €ixi3t* 
and 

(2) Pro'cedures .devel^l^^ in cooperatioA with the State's 
'legal authorities fop referring to law enforcement 

.officials situations in which there is valid reason' 
to suspect that fraud has been practiced. ^ - 
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The definition of fg^ud for purposes of this section will 
' determine^ in accordance with State lawJ * * 

(b) For methods of invest igati\)tt of situations [in] whic>\ 
there is a question *of fraud, that .do not infringe on 
the >legal rights of persons involved and ar^e 
consistent with the principles r ecogni zed* as 
af f ord ing due process of law . " . * 

This regulation, while requiring the States to develop 
procedures vto detect, investigate and refer fraud cases to 



State legal authorities, nonet he].ess gives ,the States a great 
deal of^latitude relative to -hoW they will conduct their 

^ s 

activities to combat fraud within, t?he Af\ DC program. 

Consequently, n^t only is there a wi^ ^vairiance arrrong the^ • 

States as to how they are set up to detect, investigate and 

" ^ ■' ' 

prosecute fraud casesy but there ^re also fvar lances- with tjn 
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states t espepially where the State" agency merely si(i per vises 
the administration of the program as opposed to admih ister ihg" 
i.t.* ^ 



in this regard, in some -Jur igd ictions the welfare case worker 
is also responsible for investigating the fraud aspects; in- ^ 

• / . 

others, 'the wor.yer refers the casQ to an investigator; and in 
still others, the case worker refers- it to the local police 

► * y 

o^ district attorney who will-then investigate the case. In 
sum, there i3 no standard practice among the Sta^^es vis-a-vis 
the investigation of AFDG^ases. - ' , 

k « - V 

\ . ^ ^ ' / - / ^ 
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' I "II. ELjfclBlLITY -STANDARDS. ' • ^ 



General ' . * 

Just as' the AFDC law • re^^uir es the States to meet Qerta;Lrt ^ 
standards relative to how the program must be. set up in the 
State organisationally, it also imposes certain minimal 
standards relative to who might be eligible for benefits 
under . the ^progr am ; e\g combined value of a fam^ily's 

resources ( excTud ing ' the hdme and an automobile with an 

' - ■ , * 

equity ' value-of 1 , 500 or lower at State pption) must be 
f . * ^ 

$1,000 or Ibwer if State so determines. In determining- the 

« 

amount of a family^s combined resources, the- law provides 
that the amount'' i-s to be reduced^-by any obligati'oris or debts 
with respect to such resources. 



Since^ the eligibility standards (within these brda^'d cri'teria) 
vary from State to, State, the 01 investigator s^hould contact 
the State or local agency administering the pr()gram whenever 
^ cfbestion of eligibility for AFDG is at fssuei The basic 
idea the OK in vest igator should^ keeb^a mind is that the 
progr am i s a peed sv type program and , as such , allowable 
income aiad resources are minimal. ' v 




B. ,Who ife Covered by thQ AFDC Program 



'The purpos<^ of th^ AFDC program i-s t;.o encourage the care of 
dependent childreh'in thei)" own homes or^ in the homes of 
relatives. Under section *I06 of the Social Security Act a 
dependent child is defined as: ^ « - 



^ "a needy child (l)^who has be^n ,Jepr ived of parental ^ 



support or care by^eason of Jie death, continued absence 
from the home, or physical .or Wen tal incapacl/y of a 
parent, and who is living with' his father, mother, 
grandfather-, gr andmother , "brother , ^ fei ster ^ stepfather, 
stepmother, stepbrothe^ stepsister, uncle, aul;)t, first ./ 
cousin, nephew, or niece in a place , of residence 
maintained by one «r 'more of duch rela.tives as his or 
their--^wn home, and (2) who is (A) under the age of 
eighteen, or CB) at the option of the slate, under the 
age' of nineteen and a full-time student in'a secondary 
schpol (or in th^ equivalent level of vocational or 
technical training), if, befor^he attains. age nineteen,,, 
he may reasonabTy be expected to complete th.e program of . / 
such secondary school "(or . such training)^..." 

-A child who is not living in the l/ome of a parent or of one 
of the relatives identified above does -not quality for AFDC. 
In su<5h situations the State foster care program is the * - . 
r source of support for the needy child. ' •** 
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The States may at thel.T optiof> extend AFDC coverage to a 

pregnant woman but only if it has b^een medically verified 

that thevchild is expected to be^born In the month of payment 

or within the three following months. Similarly, the States 

may also extend AFDC coverage to ch-ildren deprived of support 

* t» 

because of the unemployment of a parent who is the prinoipal 

• ♦ / . 

wag^ earner. A3 of September 1983, 24 States wert/ paying 

AFDC on this basis'. . ' 



1 .Jp a 
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III. TYPES OF' AFDC VIOLATIONS 



Since the AFDC program and t^jTe Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 

program und^r Title XVI of the Social Security Act (il2 'lJ.S/C. . 

'• ' • ■ * ; ^ . . . . , ^ 

13a>-1385) are both ne^ds-type programs, many ^^f the' v'iolaViong..* 
associated with these programs are st'milar, .e.g., Excess 

resources, unreporjted income , unreported work activity, false 

- . ^ ^ ^ . 

identity, etc. , - 



While it is true in the AFDC program that, some- fraudulent 
statements, repr.esenta t'^^jji^ an(^ failures to report/concealments^" 
are impossible to detect^Bbough systematic means, e.g., computer 
^interfaces, and that without informants' many violations would gd 
undejbected, the States are becoming increasingly and successfully 
engaged in computer matching efforts* to detect certain types of * 
violations. The following is a brief discussion of soine of, the • 
more common types of violations an'd how the States- attempt to 
identify them. ' " 



A • Unreported or Under-reported Income 



As in th^ SSI program, income may be, either earned, e.g;, 
wages ,'^une^ned , e.g.-, VA/SSA benefits, interest, dividends; 
or .suppo^ in kind, fe.g., free rent. Since the assistance 

grant is based upon the income of the family unit, the " 

■ / 

'■ - . 

unreporte4^.^incbme <jf any member of the unit .or support 
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furnished by non-members may result in an overpaym^ent or 
total ineligibility. » \ 



Eanned Income 



Since October 1 979, - State welfare agencies have been 

req.uir'ed' (by law) to use wage • information contained 4n 

State Employment Seour i ty Agency fil^s o^: sociaJL security 

files for purposes of determining AFDC el ig>ijbi 1 i ty and 

payment .amoufits* Most States are complyi\;ig with this law 

by matchitt^ their AFDC roll^ against th^ State wgge 

records rather than ^ the earnings inform on maintained 

« 

r " * 

by SSA as the latter is not as current. Many States also 

1 

routinely match their AFDC rolls against the Unempjloyjpen t' 

Compensation benefit rolls and t.he Workers' Compensation 

rolls in vorder to identi fy -income from 1:.he:S^ sources and 

possible unreported work activity* 

» • • 

^ 2. Unearned Income • ^ . 
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Unearned income, as noted earlier, takes many forms. One 
form is in the nature of Social Security benefits.* Most" 
^t^t^ff conduct a match between their AFDC rolls and SSA's 
-* payment rolls in order to detect the receipt of Social 

sequr ^.ty , benefits • It sliould be noted that while the 

1 . ■• ■ ' ' 

system can and does identi fy potential v iolat ions in thi s 
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•ni"a«ner, the information is no good unless it filters down 
^ .to someone wh'o 'is respoijigtble for verifying the 
^ information with the oase'file and the recipient, . Often, 
that" person is the eligibility worker. The OIG has 
detected si'tuations where "the - S.tatek do noji effectively 
follow up on the^e itiatches, ofbfrn_b.ec^use- the matt^'hes are 
listed on a long computer printout and eligibility 
workers either do not have time to identify cases for 
which they are responsible or can't decipher th^ . . 
information provided. To solve these problems, several 
States have implemented procedures to ensure that matches 
are investigated; and the Office of>tyogram Inspections, 

< 

. OIG, is working on • instruc tion^which will facilitate the 
in^terpretation of the coded informati-on which is prov^lded 
on the computer lists of matches. 

Ut^reported/Concealed R.e3Qurces 

* * 

The concealment of, assets which' ^ceed allowable limits ^s a 
common type of violation. Excess assets take many ' 

forms-T-,real property and bank accounts are two examples. The 
misrepresentation of assets is often made at the time of 
application ; 'however , sometimes this asset comes into, 
existence after the individual becomes eligible, e.g., 

throygh inheritance. ^ 

* 

t 
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Excess assets, are difficult to icieatify and usually come to 
light through tips from outside sources. However, the State 
of Massachusetts, ip late 1982,^ con(JuQted a computer' match 

vdesi^ned to detect hidden ekce^s bank account balances of ^ 
pub].ic assistance recipients. The pi*oJect was successful and 
seveifal States have shown interest in conducting similar* 

* types ot matches. ^ • ' 

Misrepresentation of Family Unit, 

" ' ■ ^ ■ 

The amount, Qf the AFDC benefit is based upon the size' of the 
'family unit #^Pd th^^ particular needs of that unit\ When the 
size^of the^unit changes as where a child marries or goes to 
live with another; the ever^t must be reported. While .the 
departure of a child or the return of absent parent are 
probably the most common events affecting the size of the 
unit^ and eligibility, it is not uncommon for individtJals to 
file fon AFDC ^benefits on behalf of fictitious chll9^ren• 
ThesaVcases generally Involve situations where a birth or 
baptismal certificate has been altered or forge,d. Both 
Project Missi-fig Kids and Project Birthdate (see Chapter VII) 
sought to> identify cases where benefits were being paid to 
fictitious children. 



\ 
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linl^ke^the SSI program wherfe it is not possible for an 
individual to be^ receiving multi'^)ie SSI benefits under the 
same name and social security number (SSN ),. thi s. sometimes ' .. 
occurs in the AFDC program. It may occur. wheN^an individua'l 
files for AFDC benefits in more thatf one county within. the 
'same State or when an individual .files for betiefits^n more 
than one State. Many States are identifying tMese situation's 
before multiple benefits^are paid, by pr e-screen ing . This 
Involves a .comparison of the applicant's SSN ^|ain3t the case 
record and SSN numbers of current AFDC recipients. While 
this is being done'more often on an intra-State t)asi3, i.eT, 
among the various counties within a State, it\s also being 

• * 

conducted on an ihter-Stdte basis* t ^ 
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IV. ROLE OF, THE OIG WJTH RESPECT TO THE AFDC PROGRAM 



FRir 



The Inspector Gerteral has the duty and responsibility to, 

♦ 

supervise; coordinate, and provide policy direotl^n for auditing 
and investigative activities relating to pro'ferams and operations 
of the ' Department . It is also the responsibility of the 
Inspector General to conduct, supervise, oV oo()rdinate 
relationships between the De{)artment and other State and looal 
agencies ^ith respect to the prevention and detection of fraud 
and abuse in programs administered or financed by the Department, 
including the identi'f ication and prosecution of participants in 
such fraud and abuse. 

Since the AFDC program is an HHS program, the Inspector General ^ 
does have a responsibility toward it; however, since it is $ 
State-administer0d program and the law does provide the States 
with a degree of latitude in formul-ating policies and pro<?!edures 

to implement the proftram, the GIG has generally limited, its role . 

^ ' ' " ... 
to that of providing*technioal assistance to# State and local 

investigative organizations* and loqal . welfare agenjoies. This 

^ ■ ■ • 

technical assistance has included: f 



^ . The development of fraud' prevention computer screens 



Pilot projects to identify high-probability fraud targets 
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. Invest^-ga tive and prosecutive support systems , e.g.^ the 
APDC States Benefit Vl^oject (-see c'hap^ VII). 



The OIS has. also cooperafted with St-ate and^^ocal -AFDC agencies in 
the testing ahd refining of their fraud prevention anrf detectio^n ' 

systems. This. role has' allowed the.OIG, and more' particularly ' 

I ' ■ ' 

the OIG Office of Inves.tigatiops (01),- to develop pr6je'?;ts and 
» ■ '* 

Identify aarge numbers of po t en tial . fraud casfes without straining 

OI's investigative Resources or inf.r^nging on the j'urisdiction of 
state ..and local authorities. 



Chapter VII contains a listing of some of the OIG activities 



involving the AFDC program. 

♦ 



i 
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01 INVESTIGATOR ^INVOLV-EMENT IN AFPC CASj^S 



\ 

^ 01 investigatoi^ inv61vement in AFDC program matters generally . 



Involves the, following sijtuations^r- 



A. AFDC. Violation Only ' / - ■ ' . ^ ' ' 

The AFDC j?i*ogram Is a needs- type program, so benefits 
received from other c^sh benefit programs bear on the Apffc 
benefit amount. As a result, A4^DC Investigators often Jieed 
Information contairied in SSA records for purposes of 
verlfylng-an SSN o¥ for purposes of determining whether (and 
^ in ^what amount) SSA is paying a benefit to. an AFDp recipient. 

.The AFDC States Benefit ProjQOjb (see Chapter VII and' Appendix 
"a) is designed to handle th^se types of requests. Should it 
be determined that benefits ape being paid, a certified 
extract of benefit payments and/or photocopies of the checks , 
can also be provided under the AFDC States Benefit Project. 

The thrust of the AFDC Investigation In these situations is 
usuafly to establisti that the Individual was receiving 
payments under a' program administered by SSA and failed to 
report the paymehts^ to the State or local AFDC agency^. 
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Joint Violations • 



/ 



Joint violations, oases involve situations where a pos-sible 
violation of tfie AFDC and an SSA-admin t stered ^^rogr am exists. 
The mo^t common i^ituation of this. type is where the AFDC 
^recipient has used an SSN not assigned to him/her, or one ' 
that was obftained on the^asis of ffilse information^ This 
situation rarel-y Results in the 01 investigator seeking 
Federal prosecution of tlxe. SS» violation, as it ts. more 
cos t-ef f ec.tive from an investigative resources standpoint to 

let the State Wandle the matter. In a situation ^of this type> 

' ■ ") - 

the 01 investigator generally limits his/her, involvement to 

tha»t of. helping the AFDC investigator establish that the 'SSN 

used was not assigned. to the\ ind ividual or that it was 

obtained fraudulently. ^ 

\ 

✓ ■ 

The exception to this general rule is wher^ th6 facts show 
that SSN ' s are being gsed fraudulently .as a part of a major 
scheme to defraud the AFDC progr.airr, e.g., where State AFDC 
employees are establishing fraudulent AP|fC. claims . In these 
situations, thp 01 iLn>ri^stigator should consider the 
possibility of pursuing^cr iminal prosecution in the Federal 
courts under M2 U.SfC, 408 or otl>fer felony statutes. ^ 01 has 
obtained successful prosecutions in these types of cases. 
One of the arguments the 01 investigator m-ay wish to make to 
a U.S. attorney in seeking Federal prosecution is that the 
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mistise of thct, SSN»s did result in a mone%ary loss td the . 
Federal government since the AFDC program J.s funded with 
f Federal monies. - *. 

In addition t6 these types ot ^SSN-related joint 

i , > • • • * 

insvestigations ,^ the 01 investigator may bteoome involved in 

^ Joint violation, oases that involve a loss t»f funds from both 

programs. The foLlowing are a few examples o-f these types of 

oases : 

. An 01 investigation of allegations that a recipient of 
Disability Insurance (DI) or Supplemental Security Income, 
(SSI) payments under the" Social Security Aot is working 
discloses, that the subject is also receiving AFDC benefits 
— • — ^ for herself and her children (or just for her children), . 

and that earnings have" not 'been reported to SSA or AFDC 

t ■ * ' - ' 

^ authorities. ' 

♦ 

..A woman i s receiv ing SSI benefits for herself and AFDC 
^ benefits for her children. An AFDC investigator discovers 

that the recipient's husband Is not only living; in the 
household 'but is aldo working. Since the income of the 

* s 

husband is dedmable to the SSI recipient under the SSI 
program, and his income is also' material to AFDC benefits 
being received on behalf of the ohtldren, the pos.sibility 
of a joint violation exists. 
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• Same situation as above exoept that on^e of the childrW 
(instead the wife)^s t>he S^4/reoipient • The income of 
the father is material to elig iby^li ty/benef i t amounts in 
both programs. * > . 



01 In vol vemeTi.t in Major AFDC Schemes 



As .previously indicated, the In^tlJ'^t igation of AFDC violations 
is generally left to the State and local investigators who 
have priman.^ jurisdiction over these cases. '01 involvement 

\ ■ 

is generally limited to assisting' the AFDC investigator in 
his/her ^ efforts to establish the AFDC violation\. In those 
instances jofhere there is a joint 'violation , the 01 
investigator may or may not get involved in a joint 
investigation with the object in gmind of securing Federal 
prosecution of the violations connected vfith the 
SSA-administer ed program. 



Situations do^-arise, however, where the 01 investigator 
bedomes involved in* AFDC investigations which are primarily, 
if 'hot solely, AFDC in nature. For example: 

' I 

- ■ 

County Employee Violations 

It is not uncommon fbi: an 01 investigator to become involved 
in AFDC employee fraud situations deteptec^vinitially by the 
S^ate*)fr local authorities. 'A perfeot case in point is where 
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certain AkDC County employees "^were suspected of establishing 
fjsauduX^nt Af'DC claims, p^'fe'^tate agen>2*y, not f-feeling It f^ad 



the resources to conduct the in>^«^6tigat ion , requested the 
assistance of the Fff^whUch , in' tur n ' ret^ested Ol assistance. 
Apart from the cr imina^/investigatiifen , 01. 'is also lookirvg 
•into h^w the /scheme wa^ accomplished from a systems 
perspective* Once y^estion^ are answered as to what 
program/system vulher abilities exist 'and how they can be 
corrected, consideration will be given to conducting a study 
to determine to what extent the same problems may exist in 
other ^FDp offices. 

r 

"Welfare Queens^' 

The 01 investigator also often gets involved in those 
."Welfare Queen" cases which periodically surface. These 
ca-ses always involve the social security number (SSN) 

f « 

issuance process and/or the SSN cards themselves, and 
frequently also involve the SS-I program. Jhese 'types of\ 
cases are.usua fly worked Jointly with the State AFDC agency 
and other State and Federal law enforcement^^of f icials who are 
interested* in determining whether the individual also 
defrauded their program, e.g.^ "Food Stamps, Medi'caid, 
Unemployment, Workers' Compensation, State and Federal tax 

etc . , • X 

J* - ■ 
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01 Coorainqtlon with Federal. State, and Local Lai 
Enforcement Officials « . . ^ 

As netted earliet^ the 01 investigator, while investigating an 
SSA matter, will sometimes encounter possible violations of 
the AFDC program. When this' occurs, the investigator should 
advise the of ficials responsible for investigating the AFDC 
violation of his/her findings and, to the extent indicated 
and practical, coordinate the investigation of the respective 
violations. Often these situations will als^ involve 
violations^of other programs, e.g., Food Stamp, HUD, LIEAP, 
Medicaid, etc., and contact should also be made with 
officials of these programs. 

Experience has shown^at the prosecutive potential of an 
AFDC ca"se is enhanced when the broad implications, i.e.f loss 
to other programs, is also substantiated. . This is true 
regardless of whether the prosecution is being sought in a 
State or Federal court. ^Evidence of -this Is found in the. 
followir^^xcerpt of a letter' from a county prosecutor to an 
01 unit, concerning a joint investigation where the 
individuals indicted for AFDC fraud and conspiracy to 

obtain money by false pretenses 'from SSA. 

"I wish to thank you for your cooperation regarding this 
matter. The information you provided pertaining to the 
fraud perpetrated by the defendants upon the Social 
Security Administration strengthened the case.... the 
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senteiH^ng Judge was aware of the- fact that the 
defenclants had fraudulently obtairteji $72^M"05. 1 6 from the 

s 

.County. . .and an acj^ditlonal $28,7M6.38 from the Social 



Security Admini strat*ion .' I'm sure that the total amount, 
of fraud involved, and thre» fact that the- defendants 



simuTtan^ously defrauded two governmental agencies, 16^ 
to the Imposition of a custodial 3enten9e. .Therefor^, 
the information which you, provided greatly contributed" 
the the final autoome of this matter.^ 



"This was an excellent 'e«xample bf how two, governmental 
agencies could work together effectively in the ' ^ 
invest igai:.'ion and prosecution of a criminal case." 
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VI. CpIMINAl 'STATUTES . 



. ' State and Local ProseQubion 
' r 



Co tigress has not reqa#e« t.he States to en act/ a uniform 



enact/ ? 



V 



statute for AFDC fraud nbr has Congress r-^^ired the .States ^ 
# to enact ^tate statutes (of their own desi,gn ) - specif i cally 
addressing AFDC fraud. The result is that where sorrte 'States 

« ^ t . 

- have enacted statutes , sped fically addressing AFDC fraud, 

others prosecute under general welfare fraud statutes, and 
. still others prosecute under general statutes which cov^r 
fraud, larceny, false pretenses, etc. This variance among 
the Stated re]Lative to the statutes under which prosecution 

brought in AFDC ca^es does, not appear t^be'a problem from 
the perspective of getting such cases prosecuted. 

i ^ 

^^d^y^al Pnosecution 

While the statutes that establish matiy Social Security »Act 

4 ^ . • 

programs contain criminal penalty provisions applying 
w gp e eifi e aXly t<^ vtolattdiia of the pr o grams, th e AFDC statutt e 



does not. Consequently, when prosecution of an AFDC fraud is 
sought in a Federal court. Federal orimirtal statutes not 
specifically designed for AFDC fraud'must be relied upon. 



. V , - ^ 23 - 
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As note earlier, the SSN violation provisions under Me . 
O.S.C, M08(f). and ( g) are applioable in many AFDC fraud 
prosecutions; however, prosecution is generally sought under 
the following provisions of Title 18 ^of «the U.S. Code: 

4 * 

I- 18 U,S.C. 1001 - Statements or entrie^^ generally 

' ' V - 

> 

(This statute which applies to false statements has been 
successfully relied upon to obtain conv ict io/is in AFDC 
cases where fraudulent statements were made in 
applications for AFDC benefits. The language of the 
statute is as fallows: ^ 

» 

"WhoeTer, in any matter i/ithin the jurisdiction of 
any department or agency of the United States 
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals or covers 



up by any tricl^, -schema, or device a^material fact or. 
makes any false, fictiti-ous or fraudulent . statements 
or representations, pr makes or uses any false 
, writing, or document knov/ing the same to contain any 
false, fictitious or fraudulent statement or entry, 



shall be fined not more t^ha;! $10,000 or imprisoned 
not more than five years, or both ^" ' 



The two major, defense arguments Against the applicability 



of the statute are: 
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. Because the program was operated by the State and 
because there was no reference to any Federal 
involvemen;t on any of the forms which were ^prepared 

' f 

(application or redetermination forms) or on the, 

) 

benefit checks which were received, any fr&ud which may 
have been perpetrgrted was not "within the jurisdiction 
of any department or agency of the Un-ited States."^ 

. In order to obtain a conviction under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 
the government must prove that, the per son'bommitting 
the fraud did so* with knowledge that the fraudulent 
statement would affect Federal funds. 

The Courts- have rejected these arguments by finding that: 

» * 

C Where a defendant, in an >FDC application, falsifies 
eligibility information, the defendant "d irectly affects 
the right of the State'^to participate in a Federal 
program and to obtain its share of Federal reimburse- 
ment monies. Therefore, such conduct comes |/ithin the 
statute prohibiting the making' of false statements 



within the jurisdiction of a department or agency of 
the United States. (18- U.S.C. A. Section 1001.) 

A defendant's knowledge of FedeTraJ^ involvement is not 
an element of the crimes of making faise statements ^ ' 
within. the Jurisdiction df a department or agency of 

I 

the United States. ^^^^ 
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(^See ^nited States v. Lewis, 587 F . 2cl 854 (6th Cir. 1978) 
and United States v. Stanford, 589 F^2d 285 (7th Cir. 
1978).) > 

18 U.S. C. 641 - Public tnonfy, property or records 
Prosecution of an AFDC fraud may also be sought under 18 

4 

O.S.C. 641 on the theory that the FederM government 
nTaintains property interest in the AFDC funds . The 
language of this statute is as follows: ^ 

"Whoever embezzles, steals, purloins, or knowingly 
converts to his use or the use' of andther , or without 
authority, sells, conveys or disposes of any rexjord, 
voucher, money, or thing of value of the United 
States or/ of any department or agency thereof, or any 
property made or bein.g made under contract for the 
United States or any department of agency thereof; or 



Whoever receives, conceals, or retains the same with 



intent to convert it to his use or gain, knowin'gTV 

♦ * - 

.V- 

to have^been embezzled, stolen, purloined or 
converted — - . * ■ 



Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imt)risoned 
not more than ten years, or both; but if the value of 
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, auoh property does not ^xo^ed the sum of $100, he 
shall be flned^not mare than $1,000 or imprisoned ' not 
more than one yeart or both." 

r • 

One of the cornmon defense arguments against the , 
appllcab,llity of this statute is that the funds which 
have been converted or stolen do not fall within the 
statutory phrase "money, or thing 'of value of the United 
States." The defense will often try to buttress this 
argument by pointing out t'Hat the AFDC check was not evert 
a Treasury check. This argument 6an be defeated by 
showing the interrelationship between the Federal and 
Statb government In the AFDC program and the Interest of 
th^ Federal g9yernment in seeing 'to it that Federal funds. 
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vare disbursed properly. /' 

3.J Section 13^1- - Frauds and swindles 

Another Federal statute which has been successfully 
relied upon to 'obtain convictions in AFDC oases is the ^ 
, nlail fraud statute. The language of th^t statute is as 
follows: ' ^ , 

I 

. N _ . • ■- ■ 

"Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any 
scheme or art! floe to defraud, or for obtaining money i 
or property by means of false or fraudulent ' 
pretenses, representations or promises » or to sell, 



dispose of ^ loan y exchange ^ alter , give aWay, 
distribute^ supply, or furniah or procure for 
unlawful use any counterfeit or spurious coin, 
obligation, security., or other article, or anything 

represented to be or intimated or held out to be such 

- ■ - * • I 

counterfeit or spurious article, for the:'t>urpose of 
executing such scheme of artifice or attempting so to 
dOj^ places in any post office or authorized 
depository for mail matter, any matter or things 
whatev.er^to be sent or delivered by the Post Office 
Department, or takes or receives therefrom, any such 
matter or thing, or knowingly causes to be del ivered 
by mail acco'rding to the direction thereon, or at the 
place at which it is directed to be delivered by the 
personate whom it is addressed , ^any such matter or 
thing, shall be fin.ed not mone than $1,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both." 

A common defense arjtument against the use of this statute 
is that the defendants did not themselves us^ the mall?, 
i ^'e . , the false representations of eligibili.ty for AFDC 
bene^ts were made during personal intervie\^. Court 
decisions have held that e^us^ipn element of mail fraud 
requires^ only the oomrnlgsion of ^an act with knowledge 
that use of- mail. will follow in the ordinary course of 
business, or when the use can reasonably be foreseen,! 



even though not actually intended . 
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(See United States v. Stanford, 589 F . 2 d 285 (Tth.Cir. 
1978).) . ' ' .. 

A 

I 

aection 371 - Conqplraoy to commit^ offense or to defraud 
United States . 

When there is evidence that more than one individual is 
involved ip a scheme that could constitute a violation of 
one of the substantive offense.s described above, thh - 
rgovernment will often charge the individuals under a 
conspiracy statute. The, language of the one most, 
^pmmonly used is as follows: 

- "If two or more persons conspire either to commit any 

- offense against the Urtlted States, or to defraud the 
United St^es, or any agency' therecjf, in any manner or 
for dny purpose, and one or more o|r such 'persons do 
any act to >ef feet the object of the oon'spiracy, each 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 

''not more than five years, or bothjL 

■ ■ .1 

, "If, however, the offense, the Qdmrnission of which is 
'the obje'ot of the conspiracy, isJa misdemeanor pnly, 
the punishment f^r suoh opnsplrajby shall not exceed 
the maximum punishment provided jfor such 
mis.dem^anor , "* 
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jVli'. OIG PROJECTS AND STUDIES 
The following describes* some of the AFDC proje(!;;iis and studies 

i. 

that the OIG has either conducted or has otherwise been directly 
involved with. The list is not alX inclusive and is intended 
solely to give a general idea of the ran^e of OIG interests. It 
should also be noted that^ while the OIG Office of Investigations ' 
has been involved in many of these projects because of its \ 
investigative^ responsibi lity, some of the projects have befen 
devised and programmed by the OIG Office of Audit. Similarly, 
the OIG Office of program Inspections has also significantly 
participated in this area. 

A. Projec t Match * * ' 

. ■ ■ • V. ■■ 

This project involved the computer match of Federal employee 
rolls with AFDC benefit rolls. It represented the OIG's 
initial broad effo»*t to detect and combat AFDC fraud and 
established a precedent for large scale Federal/State 
matching. A great deal was learnt^d about tKe Federal 
requirements wfhich must be met before a match can be 
undertaken and about the criteria that should be selected and 
included in the design of a program being created to identify 
possible fraud cases. ^ 




This project, which was oonduct^ed with other Federal law 
enforcement agencies, was intended primarily to identify 
aliens. who had falsified information in order to obtain 
student loans. As part 6f* the investigation, 01 reviewed a 
list of SSN's used to obta in ' these . studen t loans. When 01 
identified an improper or invalid SSN, a cheok was made 
determine if other Federal or State benefits were being paid 
under the SSN.- In 36 percent of the convictl?b^ns obtained to 
date^ the indictment also charged the individual with an AFDC 
violation. 

Project Missing Kids * 

This project', which was first conducted in Connecticut, 
matched AFDC^records against school attendance records, vital 
statisbics records and Medicaid records. The objeoV. of the 
match was to 'detect fictitious children on the AFbC rolls. 
Several convictions have been obtained, and additional oases 

»■ 

are pending. Based upon the success of this match, the State 
of New Hampshire opted to conduct a similar match involving 
its AFDC rolls. State investigators are reviewing hundreds . 
of cases resulting from that match. ' . » 
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D. Pro jeot Sonoma 

This was an experimental project done by OIG investigative 
staff with the Sonoma County, Gallfornla Wellfare Department 
and State Fraud Prevention Bureau, It concentrated pn the 
•AFDC program with jche bbjective of identifying suspect cases 
where children in the family receivi\^ aid were under 5 i^ears 
old. Based on previous oa^^^s, a basic profile was creat^/d^^*— 
that simulates a case likely to have fraud associated with 
it . The parameters used in' the" profile were computerized. 
' The output' was a J.ist of AFDC cases for further 

" • 1 

invest igation • These cases were subsequently • invest Igated b,y 
California authorities. 



AFDC 



States Benefit Pro:]|&<t (Project Sacramento ) 



Once called "Project Sacramento," the AFDC States Benefit 
Project was. initiated by 01 in SacVamento, Calif6rnia, in 
1"980, to .respond ^to Stat0 and county^ prosecution needs to 
quickly obtain* copie.s of treasury chfec)ks aryl extract's of SSA 
payment records for fse in AFDC pros.eoU^ion$ . Because of the 
success of the project, 01 became the national focal point 
for requests for such data in welfare* fraud cases. 
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Project operations have since been relocated to Baltimore and 
renamed the "AFDC States Benefit Project,." Appendix A is an 
extract from the AFDC States Benefit Project user's manual. 
It describes the, purpose of the project and how one may 
request service' from the project. The forms which are ' 
referred to in the text of the user's manual can be supplied 
by the OIG regional ^oject agents, as shown in Appendix A. 

» 

Inventory of State Computer Matching Technplogy 

■phe OIG has published an inventory of- State matching 

activities involving the AFDC program. The inventory 

identifies, as of Octobe^ 1982, computer matching (tJrograms 

conducted by States with Stat^ labor agencies, the Social/ 
^ C 

Security Administration and other public and private 
agencies. In addition, the inventory shows .the use, on a 

7 

State-by-State basis, of: » < / 



f 



. Front-end matching to verify eligibility. ^ 



. Inter jurisdiction-al ma'tches between States.. 



In trajurisdictional fnatcheS within States. 



♦ 

To ifaoilitate information sharing, each match description 
also identifies a contact person for additional information. 
'This inventory has been broadly distri^buted withirtvOIG and 
the State AFDC agencies} additional copies may be obtained . 
through the OIG Office of Program Inspections. 

Standardized Formats for Computer Matching , 

The OIG is working with seven States and the District of ' 
Cblumbla to .pilot test the implementation of standardized 
computer matching formats* The use of standardized formats 
is expected to: f 

. Reduce the dej^reje of intrusion into personal records. 

Lead to significant savings in the elimination of costs 
associated with developing computer software for matching 
purposes. 

• Reduce the Imount of time it takes to conduct a matching - 
operation . ,. ' 

4 

. „Redube the number of cased in which follow-up in*vestigation 
is necessary, by refining matching criteria.^ 
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Projeot Blrthdate 

Thi5 project, which involves a program OIG offered to States, 
has been conducted in several States with good .results . 
Under the project, the computer scans the AFDC rolls and 
looks for families having two or n?ore recipients with 
identical birth dates. The following ar6 'some of the types 
of situations that are detected under this, projeot . 

I. 

. Mother and father (bbth receiving AFDC payments as head. of 
different families.) claiming the same dependent children. ' 

' ■ / ^ . 

. Mother and grandmother (both receiving AFDC payments as 

head of different families) claiming the same dependent 
children. ' 

. Ficticious bi'^r.th certificates for . non-existent dependents 
children. ^ 



r. ■»,. 
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AFDC STATES BENEFIT PROJECT APPENDIX A 

USER ♦$ MANUAL _ 

I- PURPOSE : The AFDC States Benefit Project was established by 
Richard P. Kusserow, Inspector General of the Department of 
Health and Hurtfan Services, to assist State and local agencies in 
the detection and prosecution of fraud against Federal/State 
income maintenance and benefit programs. It providies a simple 
and expeditious way for State and local investi^gators and 
prosecutors to obtain information about benefits paid under 
Titles II and XVI of the Social Security Act. Title II benefits 
include Retirement, Survivors, Disability,, and Black Lung 
benefits; Title XVI is the Supplemental Security Income program. 

II- W HO MAY USE THIS SERVICE: State and local agencies involved 
in . the investigation and prosecution of fraud against Federal-, 
State and local income maintenance, medical assistance, artd 
welfare programs may use the services of the %AFDC States Benefit 
Project . to obtain the information describee^ below from the 
records of the Social Security Administration and the Treasury 
Department. Agencies that u^ed this service before January 1, 
1983 are assumed- to be authorized users, and may continue to suse 
the service. 

Agencies that have not previously used these serv'lces should ^ 
submit a written request to the RegionaT Project Agent for their 
region (se? Paragraph VII and Attachment 1 for addresses, and. 
region3l jurisdictions of the Regional Project Agents), 
indicating the " prtSgr am( s> for which the agency is responsible and 
the legal authority under which the^ agency operates. 

AUTHORIZED USES OF INFORMATION: Information obtained from 
Social Security Administration and treasury Department records 
through the AFDC States Benefit Project may be used only in 
connection with the' investigation and prosecution of fraud 
against Federal, State and local income- main tenance , medical 
assistance, and welfare programs. Requests for this information 
for other purpose^, such as investigations or prosec-ut ions of. , 
violations of other lawd or statutes, must be denied. / Thi^ . >' 
service is not available to law enforcement agencies not engaged 
in the investigation or prosec>ution of violations of benefit 
programs. . > 

IV. TYPES OF -^INFORMATION AVAILABLE; State and local agencies 
may obtain information concerning thp accuracy of social security 
numbers provided by applicants for benefits, eligibility for and 
payment of benefits under Title II and XVI of the Social Security 
Act, and the issuance of Title II and X,VI benefit checks by the 
Treasury Department. 

* • , * 

A. State Verification of the Accuracy of^Soclal Secur Ky 

Number;^. The AFd6 Jjtates BeneHt. Project wif^ll' provide 

nrformation from SSA»s records to- verify w^eth^r the social 
security number (SSN) provided by an applicant for State or Local 
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income maintenancre or medical assistance benefits is the number 
issued to thati^^ individual . th.e Project vtil\ notify the 
requesting agency that the case and number provided do or do not 
match with SSA's enumeration records. The"Project cannot provide 
"a name to match a number or a number to match a name. The 
requester must provide botJ^the name and the SSN which are to be 
verl fied . - . 

B. Benefit Payment Extracts . Where the applicant for or 
recipient of State and local benefits is also receiving Title II 
or Title XVI benefits from the 'Social .Security Administration,' 
the Pr-pject can provide certified .extracts of the benefits pai(f^ 
to that individual and members of his/her family who are 
receiving benefits.' These extracts will show the date that the 
beneficiary became entitled to benefits, the months for Which 
berrefits were paid, and the amount of benefits paid. 

Photocopies of Benefit Checks . If there is a need to, . 
prove that g state or local welfare applicant or recipient also 
actually received and negotiated benefit check(s), the Project 
can request and provide certified photocopies of Title II ajnd XVI 
benefit checks issued by the Treasury Department. Check copy 
requests are limited to 3 chj^cks peri-calendar y^ar and a maximum, 
of 18 cheq>ks pef* c^se. Copies of checks should be requested 

for any period beyond the statute of limitations on prosecutions 
(normally 5 years.) ■ * . 

V. HOW TO REQOEST SERVICE : ' The form to use to req^uest service^ 
f'l'om the Project is "a 1 1 ao hed (Attachment 2). This forhi should b^ 
reproduced locally, signed by the requesting official, aild -mailed 
directly to: • ^ ' 



AFDC States Benefit Project Manager 
01,. OIG, HHS " 
P.O: Box 21024 • • " 

Baltimore, MD,.21228 

A separate request- form should be used, for "each case or each 
request. Project services may be requestecl' sequentially (e.g., 
first request SSN vei*-if icatioh ; upon receiving verification, 
request a certified benefits extract; and upon receiving the 
extract, request check photocopies), or all needed services may 
b^ requested at the same time on the same form. 

VI- gASE COMPLETION REPORT: Each requesting agency will be * ■ 
required to submit a report to the AFDC States Bpneffi; Pro ject 
upon- completion of their action on the case, summarizing the 
results achieved on the case. This report should be submitted on 
Project Form 8S attached (Attachment 3). This information , is 
necessary tQ allow the Office of the Inspector General to^ 
evaluate the results and improve the benefits of this service. 
Receipt of a completed form 8-S will aiso permdt the Project to 
discontiue efforts on .a case where violations aspects are closed 
while requests to the Project ar^ pending, 
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VII. RO LE OF THE REGIONAL PROJECT AGENT: A Regional Project 
Agent ikVk) has been design a tett^lfor each of the 10 geographic 
regions of the Department ofH^ilth and Human Services^ to serve 

•^as the primary point of contact between the Project ani the State 
and local agencies in that region^ The addresses, tel|fchone 
numbers, and geographic jurisdictions of the RPA's _are listed on 
Attachment 1, While requests for ^service wi 1-1 be mailed directly 
to the Baltimore address, and responses will be mailed directly 
back to the requester, all other, contacts with the Project should 

• be made through the R PA ., The R PA wi'll: ' ^ 

A. Approve requests to use the Project's services by 
agencies tntat have not previously used it. 

B. Provide advice and guidance to State and local ag^encies 
concerning the services avail'able, what type of information to 
request to successfully pursue a case, how to request that 
information, and how" to interpret the information received from 
the Project', Including how to read computer printouts that may be 
provided . 

C. Answer inquiries from requesting agencies conq,erning the 
status of requests that have been submitted. 

VIII. STATUS REPpRTg; O N PENDING REQUESTS: All inquiries > 
concerning the status of requests for information submitted to 
•the Project should b*e made to the Regional Project Ag^wt. The ^ 
Project will not • rout inely acknowledge receipt of a request; 
requesting agencies may send their requests by certified mail, 
return receipt requested, if a guarantee is needed that the 
request has been received. Requesting agencies should allojw 
3\ifficient time to procesiSS and respond to the request before 
asking for the status of the request. Requesters should allow at 
least 'I weeks for verifications of SSN's, 6 weeks for certified 
benefit extracts, and 8 weeks for .photocopies of che6ks. 

I^- EXPEDITED S ERVICE: The. Project may be. able-to expedite SSN 
verifications and certified benefit extracts, in those situations 
where the ^fase is scheduled for trial in the immediate future, 
if expedited service' is required, the RPA should be notified so 
that he/she may alert the Project Manager that the request is 
coming and provide the sub jec't ' s S5N, name, "and the time period 
for which a certified extract is needed. The request form should 
specify the scheduled trial date, and should be sent by ej^press 
mail to the Project Manager at the address give above. 

There is no procedure at; this time for obtaining expedited 
certified check photocopies. ^ • - . 

^- EXP ERT WITNESSES; The Project will -attempt to provide expert 
witnesses when testimony is requir'ed .to introduce documents as 
evidence. written r'equest for, an expert witness should be 
-ihinalled,, to the ProJecrNMpnager. well in advance of the scheduled 
trial'date. The reque>^ should specify the document for which 
testimony IS required^ BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Department of HealtiH and ^ Human Services 
Office of Inspector Qeneral 
' 01, AFDC States Benefit Project 
■ P.O. Box 
Baltimore, Maryland 21228 



There is an AFDC Regional Project Agent (RPA) in each Fedet^al Region. They 
can provide information and assist in obtaining information from th(=» 
h'oject. 



Federal Region 



Regional Project Ap^ent 



Region Connecticut, Maine, Massa- PO Box 8767, 
-1 chusetts'^J NevrHampshire, 
Rhode Island, Vermont 



Region New York-> New Jersey, 
II Puerto Rico 



Region Delaware, District of 
III CoIiiDbia, Maryland, 

Pennsylvania, Virginia, 
West Virginia 



JFK Station^' 
Boston, MA 0211 A 

PO Box 3209 

Church Street Station 

New York, NY 10008 

PO'Box 8269 

Philadelphia,, PA 19101 



Region Alabama, Florida, Georgia, PO ^Box 1761 
IV' K#;|tucky, Mississippi, 
Noflh Carolina, South 
Carol inaf Tennessee 



Atlanta, GA 303OI 



Region Illinois, Michigan, Ohio 
. V Wisconsin, Indiana, 
Minnesota 

(I 

Region Arkansas, Louisiana, New 
VI Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas 



Room 11 60 
175 W, Jacksbn B] 
ChixDago, IL 60J&04 

1 200 \ Main Tp<:/er Bldg 
Room ' 1 635 
Dallas, j5( 75202 



Region lov^, Kansas, Missouri, 

VI I Nebraska 

Region Colorado, Montana', North 

VIII Deikota, South Dakota, 
Utah, Wyoming 

Region Arizona, California, 

IX Hawaii, Nevada, Guarij 
N. Mariana Islands/ 

Region " Alaska, Idaho, Qpegoh, 

X Washington 




PO B^ 26^88 
Kan^s City, MO 64196 

Box 2692 
Denver, CO 80201 



Pb Box 42516 ^. 

San Francisco, CA 94101 FT5 &-'556-6937 



(617) 223-1477 
FTS 8-223-1477 



(212) 264^7173 
FTS 8-264-7173 
OR 264-8270 

(215) 596-1393 
FTS 8-596-1391 

(404 1-2556 
F15/^-242-2556 



(312) 353-8203 
FTS 8-353-8ap3 



(214) 767-3423 
FTS 8-729-3423 

(816) 374-3811 
FTS 8-758-3811 

(303) 844-5357 
FTS 8-564-5357 



(m5) 556-6937 



2901 Third Avenue 
Mail Stop 211 
Seattle, WA 98121 



(206) 399-^78 
FTS 8-399-0478 



- 39 ^3 



copy AVAILABLE 



